Appl.No. 10/708,398 

Amdt. dated August 29, 2007 

Reply to Office action of July 12, 2007 



REMARKS/ARGUMENTS 

Claims 1-5 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(b) as being anticipated by Miele 
(US 2002/0055680). 

Response: 

The Applicant has read the Examiner's Response to Arguments, but does not 
agree that Miele teaches all of the limitations recited in claims 1 and 3. Specifically, 
claims 1 and 3 each recite that pulse stress signals are applied to the examinee, and 
that the frequency of the pulse stress signals is different from the heartbeat frequency 
of the examinee. 

On the other hand, Miele teaches that pressure is applied to an examinee's 
artery during an applanation sweep, but does not teach that the pressure is applied in 
pulse stress signals that have a different frequency than then heartbeat frequency of 
the examinee. Miele does not explicitly mention the frequency of the pulse stress 
signals, and therefore does not teach or suggest that the pressure is applied in a 
different frequency than then heartbeat frequency of the examinee. For these reasons, 
the Applicant submits that Miele does not anticipate all of the claimed limitations 
contained in claims 1 and 3. 

Furthermore, claims 2 and 4-5 are dependent on claims 1 and 3, and should be 
allowed if their respective base claims are allowed. Reconsideration of claims 1-5 is 
therefore respectfully requested. 

Applicant respectfully requests that a timely Notice of Allowance be issued in this 

case. 
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Sincerely yours, 



I- %/U*?Z*T7 l 7^P? Date: 08.29.2007 



Winston Hsu, Patent Agent No. 41,526 
5 P.O. BOX 506, Merrifield, VA 221 16, U.S.A. 
Voice Mail: 302-729-1562 
Facsimile: 806-498-6673 
e-mail : winstonhsu@naipo.com 



10 Note: Please leave a message in my voice mail if you need to talk to me. (The time in D.C. 
is 12 hours behind the Taiwan time, i.e. 9 AM in D.C. = 9 PM in Taiwan.) 
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